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I. INTRODUCTION
1. On April 4, 1994, the Commission extended to GTE

Corporation (GTE) the regulatory framework of Open Network
Architecture (ONA) and nondiscrimination safeguards that apply to



the Bell Operating Companies (BOCs).! Pursuant to the GTE ONA
Order, GTE filed an ONA Plan on January 4, 1995.2 We have reviewed
GTE’'s ONA Plan, and find that, while it comports with the
Commission’s ONA requirements in most respects, the plan is
deficient in certain areas. We therefore approve GTE’'s ONA Plan in
substantial part, but identify areas that must be amended.

2. For the reasons stated below, we find that, by June 30,
1995, GTE must amend its Cost Allocation Manual to state that GTE
and its affiliates will take tariffed services at tariffed rates.

1

Application of Open Network Architecture and

Nondiscrimination Safequards to GTE Corporation, 9 FCC Rcd 4922
(1994) (GTE ONA Order). The Commission required GTE to comply with

all ONA requirements imposed on the BOCs, except insofar as the
Commission authorized exceptions in that Order. Id. at 4937, para.
25 n.70.

2 Application of Open Architecture and Nondiscrimination
Safeguards to GTE Corporation, CC Docket No. 92-256, GTE’s Open
Network Architecture Plan, filed by GTE on January 4, 1995 (GTE
January 4, 1995 Filing); letter and attachment from Edwin Shimizu,
Director, Regulatory Matters, GTE, to William F. Caton, Acting
Secretary, FCC, filed March 6, 1995 (GTE March 6, 1995 Ex Parte
Filing); 1letter and attachment from F. Gordon Maxson, Director,
Regulatory Affairs, GTE, to William F. Caton, filed March 13, 1995
(GTE March 13, 1995 Ex Parte Filing); letter and attachment from F.
Gordon Maxson to William F. Caton, filed March 15, 1995 (GTE March
15, 1995 Ex Parte Filing); letter from F. Gordon Maxson (for Edwin
Shimizu) to William F. Caton, filed April 3, 1995 (GTE April 3,
1995 Ex Parte Filing); letter and attachments from Edwin Shimizu to
William F. Caton, filed April 14, 1995 (GTE April 14, 1995 Ex Parte
Filing); letter and attachments from F. Gordon Maxson to William F.
Caton, filed May 10, 1995 (GTE May 10, 1995 Ex Parte Filing);
letter and attachment from F. Gordon Maxson to William F. Caton,
filed May 12, 1995 (GTE May 12, 1995 Ex Parte Filing); letter and
attachments from F. Gordon Maxson to William F. Caton, filed May
30, 1995 (GTE May 30, 1995 Ex Parte Filing); letter and attachment
from F. Gordon Maxson to William F. Caton, filed June 2, 1995 (GTE
June 2, 1995 Ex Parte Filing); letter and attachment from F. Gordon
Maxson to William F. Caton, filed June 7, 1995 (GTE June 7, 1995 Ex
Parte Filing); letter from F. Gordon Maxson to William F. Caton,
filed June 13, 1995 (GTE June 13, 1995 Ex Parte Filing); letter
from F. Gordon Maxson to William F. Caton, filed June 19, 1995 (GTE
June 19, 1995 Ex Parte Filing); letter from F. Gordon Maxson to
William F. Caton, filed June 23, 1995 (GTE June 23, 1995 Ex Parte
Filing). Collectively, these documents represent the GTE ONA Plan
and are referred to as the "ONA Plan."
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GTE has represented that it will do so.®* GTE also has not
demonstrated that it will file federal tariffs for all of the ONA
services for which the Commission requires federal tariffs. GTE
has said that it will file any necessary petitions for waiver of
its requirement to file federal tariffs for certain ONA services.*
By July 7, 1995, GTE must file a petition for waiver of its
requirement to file federal tariffs for all of its proposed ONA
services for which it has not said that it will file the requisite
federal tariffs. Pursuant to the GTE ONA Order, GTE must implement
its ONA requirements and nondiscrimination safeguards by July 4,
1995, except that it will not offer new ONA services until after it
has filed state and federal tariffs pursuant to the GTE_ Waiver
Order.® We alsc find that GTE has shown good cause for extending
the deadline for filing its ONA Services User Guide until March 30,
1996, and for extending the deadline for reporting its installation
and maintenance activities for all of the categories delineated by
the Commission until the end of October 1996.

II. BACKGROUND

3. In the Computer III and ONA proceedings, the Commission
established a comprehensive regulatory framework of nonstructural
safeguards, including ONA requirements and nondiscrimination
safeguards, to govern the BOCs’ participation in the enhanced

services marketplace.® In order to provide network-based
3 GTE June 23, 1995 Ex Parte Filing.
4 GTE June 23, 1995 Ex Parte Filing; GTE June 19, 1995 Ex

Parte Filing.

3 GTE_ONA Order, 9 FCC Rcd at 4923, para. 1. Application
of Open Network Architecture and Nondiscrimination Safeguards to
GTE Corporation, CC Docket No. 92-256, DA 95-718 at para. 1 (Com.
Car. Bur. released April 3, 1995) (GTE Waiver Order). GTE states
that it is already offering, on an unbundled basis, the majority of
the services described in its ONA Plan. GTE March 6, 1995 Ex Parte
Filing.

6 Amendment of Section 64.702 of the Commission’s Rules and

Regulations, Phase I, 104 FCC 2d 958 (1986) (Phase I Order),
recon., 2 FCC Rcd 3035 (1987) (Phase I Recon. Order), further
recon., 3 FCC Recd 1135 (1988) (Phase I Further Recon. Order),
second further recon., 4 FCC Rcd 5927 (1989) (Phase I Second
Further Recon. Order), Phase I Order and Phase T Recon. Order
vacated, California v. FCC, 905 F.2d 1217 (9th Cir. 1990); Phase
II, 2 FCC Rcd 3072 (1987) (Phase 11 Order), recon., 3 FCC Rcd 1150
(1988) (Phase II Recon. Order), further recon., 4 FCC Rcd 5927
(1988) (Phase II Further Recon. Order), Phase ITI Order vacated,
California v. FCC, 905 F.2d 1217 (9th Cir. 1990); Computer III
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opportunities for competing Enhanced Service Providers (ESPs), the
Commission imposed on BOCs Comparably Efficient Interconnection
(CEI) and ONA requirements to govern their provision of enhanced
services on an integrated basis. In the GTE ONA Order, the
Commission, applied these same requirements to GTE. The Commission
found that application of ONA requirements to GTE would further the
public interest goal of fostering a fully and fairly competitive
environment for the provision of enhanced services.’

4. The GTE ONA Order, among other things, required GTE to
submit an ONA plan on January 4, 1995; to file federal and state
ONA tariffs on April 4, 1995; and to implement ONA requirements and
nondiscrimination safeguards by July 4, 1995, except where the
Commission specified another date in that Order.® The Commission
did not require GTE to detail in its ONA plan the measures it would
take to comply with the ONA and Computer ITT requirements, as long
as GTE’s ONA plan followed specific procedures approved for the
BOCs, and was consistent with the requirements set forth in the ONA
orders.’ If GTE proposed to meet the requirement in a different
way, however, it was required to justify the method in its ONA
plan.

Remand Proceedings, 5 FCC Rcd 7719 (1990) (ONA Remand Order),
recon., 7 FCC Rcd 909 (1992), pets. for review denied, California
v. FCC, 4 PF.3d 1505 (9th Cir. 1993); Computer III Remand
Proceedings: Bell Operating Company Safeguards and Tier 1 Local
Exchange Company Safeguards, 6 FCC Rcd 7571 (1991) (BOC Safeguards
Order), vacated in part and remanded, Califormnia v. FCC, 39 F.3d
919 (1994) (California IIT); Filing and Review of Open Network
Architecture Plans, 4 FCC Rcd 1 (1988) (BOC ONA Order), recon., 5
FCC Rcd 3084 (1990) (BOC ONA Recon. Order), Filing and Review of
Open Network Architecture Plans, 5 FCC Rcd 3103 (1990) (BOC ONA
Amendment Order), Erratum, 5 FCC Rcd 4045, aff'd sub nom.
California v. FCC, 4 F.3d 1505 (9th Cir. 1993), recon., 8 FCC Rcd
97 (1993) (BOC ONA Amendment Recon. Order); Filing and Review of
Open Network Architecture Plans, 6 FCC Rcd 7646 (1991) (BOC ONA
Further Amendment Order); Filing and Review of Open Network
Architecture Plans, 8 FCC Rcd 2606 (1993) (BOC Second Further
Amendment Order), aff’d sub nom. California v. FCC, 4 F.3d 1505
(9th Cir. 1993).

7 GTE ONA Order, 9 FCC Rcd at 4936, para. 24.
8 GTE ONA Order at 4923, para. 1 and 4954, paras. 71-73.
s GTE ONA Order at 4937, para. 26. GTE must state in its

plan when it is complying with ONA requirements in a manner already
approved for the BOCs.



5. On January 4, 1995, GTE filed with the Commission its
proposed ONA plan. It subsequently amended its filing in response
to discussions with Commission staff.!® In its ONA Plan, GTE set
forth its initial ONA service offerings and described how it
proposed to deploy these services. GTE also explained how it
proposed to comply with the Commission’s CEI requirements and to
implement the nondiscrimination safeguards. At the time it
initially submitted its ONA Plan, GTE also petitioned the
Commission to waive the requirement to file state ONA tariffs on
April 4, 1995, concurrently with federal tariffs.!

6. The Commission, by public notice, invited interested
parties to submit comments on GTE’s ONA Plan and its State Tariff
Waiver Petition.?? No comments were received during the comment
period. The State of Hawaii, however, filed an ex parte statement
opposing GTE’s waiver petition as it pertained to GTE Hawaiian
Telephone Company."

7. On March 2, 1995, GTE requested a waiver of its
obligation to file federal ONA tariffs by April 4, 1995."% 1In its
State and Federal Tariff Waiver Petitions, GTE asked the Commission
(1) to defer the federal ONA tariff deadline until 30 days after
the effective date of the 1995 Annual Access filings, and (2) to
extend the due date for filing the state ONA tariffs until 30 days
after the effective date of the federal ONA tariffs. GTE also
requested an extension until March 30, 1996, to file its semi-
annual tariff report. On April 3, 1995, the Common Carrier Bureau
granted all three requests, subject to the condition that GTE file

10 GTE ONA Plan, supra n.2.
n Application of Open  Network  Architecture and
Nondiscrimination Safeguards to GTE Corporation, CC Docket No. 92-
256, GTE Petition for Waiver of the Requirement to File Intrastate
ONA Tariffs Concurrently with Federal ONA Tariff Filings, filed
January 4, 1995 (GTE State Tariff Waiver Petition).

12 Public Notice, "Pleading Cycle Established for Comments
on GTE’s Open Network Architecture Plan and Waiver to File
Intrastate ONA Tariffs Concurrently With Federal ONA Tariffs, DA
95-48 (Jan. 17, 1995).

B Letter from Herbert E. Marks and Marc Berejka, Counsel,
State of Hawaii, to William F. Caton, filed March 10, 1995 (Hawaii
Ex Parte Filing).

14 Application of Open Network  Architecture and
Nondiscrimination Safeguards to GTE Corporation, CC Docket No. 92-
256, GTE Petition for Waiver of Certain ONA Filing Requirements,
filed March 2, 1995 (GTE Federal Tariff Waiver Petition).
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illustrative tariffs by April 30, 1995." On April 14, 1995, GTE
filed illustrative tariffs.!®

8. We have reviewed GTE’s ONA Plan to determine whether it
satisfies the Commission’s ONA requirements. We consider herein
whether GTE’s ONA Plan will comply with our requirements with
respect to the following: GTE’s proposed initial service
offerings; GTE’'s current and future deployment of the proposed ONA
services; GTE'’s procedure for responding to new service requests;
GTE's statements that it will comply with ongoing filing
requirements; GTE’s compliance with CEI requirements; GTE’'s
safeguards for ensuring that it will not discriminate against
unaffiliated ESPs; GTE’'s procedures for protecting Customer
Proprietary Network Information and ESPs’ proprietary information;
and GTE’s plans for offering ONA support services. As discussed
below, we find that GTE’'s ONA Plan complies with the ONA
requirements, with two exceptions. GTE has not stated that it will
file federal tariffs for all ONA services for which the Commission
requires federal tariffing. GTE has said, however, that it will
seek a waiver of its requirement to file federal tariffs for
certain ONA services. GTE also asserts that it needs an extension
of the deadlines for filing its ONA User Services Guide, and for
complying with the Commission’s installation and maintenance
reporting requirements. As discussed herein, we find that GTE has
shown good cause for extending those deadlines as requested.

ITI. GTE’S PROPOSED INITIAL SERVICE OFFERINGS

A. GTE'’'s Proposed Initial Services

9. GTE’s proposed initial service offerings consist of 13
Basic Service Arrangements (BSAs), 29 Basic Service Elements
(BSEs), 42 Complementary Network Services (CNSs), and one Ancillary
Network Service (ANS).!" GTE states that it developed its initial

15 GTE Waiver Order at para. 1. The Commission responded to

the Hawaii Ex Parte Filing in that Order.

16 GTE April 14, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Attachment E.
17 GTE’'s initial ONA offerings are listed in its January 4,
1995 Filing, Appendix A. GTE also stated that it is assessing the
feasibility of two additional ONA service offerings that have been
requested by ESPs: (1) Local Calling Area Abbreviated Dialing
Access to Information and Enhanced Services, and (2) Call Transfer
of ESP Lines with Called Number Identification. GTE January 4,
1995 Filing at 4. GTE subsequently explained that Abbreviated
Dialing would only be offered in Tampa, Florida on an interim
basis, due to current technical limitations. GTE April 3, 1995 Ex
Parte Filing at 2. GTE also described the benefits and limitations
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ONA services by: " reviewing the BOC ONA plans, assessing survey
information, participating in the Information Industry Liaison
Committee ("IILC"), considering ONA service usage reports filed by
the BOCs, and conducting informal interviews with the BOCs.!® GTE
asserts that it actively participates in the IILC, and will
continue to participate in the future.®

10. Subject to the conditions set forth below, we approve in
substantial part the initial ONA services set forth in GTE’'s ONA
Plan. One of the Commission’s ONA objectives is to maximize
uniformity among ONA services offered throughout the country in
order to satisfy the needs of nationwide and multi-regional ESPs.
In the Computer IITI Phase I Order, the Commission urged the BOCs to
meet with competing ESPs, in industry standards organizations or in
other forums, to establish an initial set of ONA services before
the ONA plans were filed.? 1In addition, the Commission in the BOC
ONA Order required each BOC to examine all of the ONA offerings
proposed by other BOCs, and to participate in certain long-term
IILC uniformity initiatives.? The Commission specifically
declined, however, to require all carriers to offer a specific set

of that service. Id. According to the most recent information
provided by GTE, the projected effective date for that service is
September 1, 1995. GTE June 13, 1995 Ex Parte Filing. The

targeted exchange tariff effective dates for Call Transfer Service
are: August 1, 1995 (California), October 1, 1995 (Florida),
November 13, 1995 (Hawaiil), December 15, 1995 (Illinois and Texas).
Id.

18 GTE January 4, 1995 Filing at 3-4. GTE adopts the common
ONA model set forth in the BOCs’ plans. This model consists of
four parts: (1) BSAs, which are the fundamental tariffed switching

and transport services that permit ESPs to communicate to their
customers through the exchange carrier’s network; (2) BSEs, which
are optional unbundled features that an ESP may require or find
useful in configuring its enhanced service; (3) CNSs, which are
optional unbundled services that an end user (as opposed to an ESP)
may obtain from a carrier in order to access or receive an enhanced
service; and (4) ANSs, which are optional, competitive services
that are not subject to Title II regulation, but which support or
complement the ESPs’ service offerings.

19 GTE April 14, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 1.
20 Phase I Order, 104 FCC 2d at 1066, para. 217.
a BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 13-14, para. 8, and at 105-

06, paras. 205-07.



of ONA services.?  While GTE’s proposed initial service offerings
are not identical to those of any other carrier, we find that GTE’'s
use of the common ONA model, its examination of the BOCs ONA
offerings in developing its proposed initial ONA service offerings,
and its participation in the IILC show that it has taken into
account our uniformity objective in developing its proposed initial
ONA services.

11. In the GTE ONA Order, the Commission reviewed the
services in GTE’s voluntary ONA program and preliminarily concluded
that they were comparable to the ONA services currently provided by
the BOCs.? Based upon our review of GTE’'s ONA Plan, we confirm the
Commission’s conclusion that GTE’s proposed initial service
offerings are comparable to those offered by the BOCs and
previously approved by the Commission.?® In addition, as shown by
the following chart, the quantity of initial BSAs, BSEs, and CNSs
is within the range of services offered by the BOCs, although the
numberﬁof BSAs and BSEs proposed by GTE is at the low end of that
range.

Company BSAs BSEs CNSs
Ameritech 21 45 26
Bell Atlantic 22 43 28
BellSouth 20 52 60
NYNEX 18 50 48
Pacific Bell 19 34 26
Southwest Bell Telephone Co. 13 29 23
U S West 18 57 42
GTE 13 29 42

12. While GTE proposes to offer only one ANS, "detailed
billing service, " we do not require GTE to offer additional ANSs.
ANSs are competitive, deregulated services that are not subject to

2 Id. at 107, para. 209. The Commission stated that "it is
neither realistic nor desirable, given existing differences in
technology and market conditions among the BOCs, to mandate
absolute uniformity." Id. at 105, para. 203.

2 GTE ONA Order, 9 FCC Rcd at 4939, para. 30.

# See GTE January 4, 1995 Filing at 10 & App. A (GTE/BOC

ONA Services Comparison) .

25
at 10.

This chart is contained in the GTE January 4, 1995 Filing

6 Id. at 9.



regulation under Title II.¥ ESPs can obtain ANSs from sources
other than the local exchange carriers. Thus, while the Commission
has ancillary authority under Title I to require the provision of
a particular ANS, there is no reason for us to exercise that
authority here. We did not receive any comments or objections
regarding GTE'’s proposed services. We find that the number and
range of GTE’s proposed initial service offerings is adequate.

13. GTE states that, because it is already offering the
majority of the services described in its ONA Plan on an unbundled
basis under tariff, it will need to tariff only 11 new or non-
chargeable services (3 BSAs and 8 BSEs).? GTE will not offer those
11 services until after its applicable state and federal tariffs
have become effective.

B. Tariffing Requirements

14. Commission requirements mandate the "full federal
tariffing" of BSAs and BSEs.” For example, in the BOC ONA Order,
the Commission specifically required the BOCs to offer under
federal tariff all BSEs that are technically compatible with
interstate access arrangements.

15. GTE, however, asserts that it plans to exclude one BSA --
Type I Dedicated Alert Transport -- and 3 BSEs from its federal
access tariffs.’ Under our rules, all BSAs and BSEs that are
technically compatible with interstate access arrangements must be
offered under federal tariff, absent a waiver. GTE states that it
will file a petition for waiver for the 3 BSEs and, if necessary,
the BSA for which it does not propose to file federal tariffs.® We
require GTE to file a waiver of the federal tariffing requirement
for those 3 BSEs and the BSA by July 7, 1995. We will review GTE’s
submission before the August 31, 1995 deadline by which GTE must
file its federal tariffs.

7 See BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 57-59, paras. 105-09.

28 GTE March 6, 1995 Ex Parte Filing.

» BOC ONA Recon. Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3088, para. 36.

30 BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 116, para. 226.

3 GTE March 13, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Attachment A; GTE
June 19, 1995 Ex Parte Filing. GTE first said that it would not
file federal tariffs for 11 of its proposed BSEs, but subsequently
said that it would file federal tariffs for all but 3 BSEs.

32 GTE June 19, 1995 Ex Parte Filing; GTE June 23, 1995 Ex
Parte Filing.



16. The Commission also must review state ONA tariffing
proposals "to ensure only that they do not undermine fundamental
ONA objectives...."® The Commission has required the BOCs to
include in their ONA plans a description of proposed state tariff
structures and sample state tariffs.® The GTE_ Waiver Order
required GTE to file illustrative state and federal tariffs by
April 30, 1995.* On April 14, 1995, GTE submitted illustrative
state and federal tariffs.’ GTE asserts that it will offer state-
tariffed ONA services pursuant to the pricing methodology
prescribed in each of its jurisdictions.¥ ONA will not result in
any changes to existing tariff structures, according to GTE. When
existing features are unbundled to comply with ONA, those features
also will continue to be offered on an unbundled basis, as
presently tariffed. As new BSEs are introduced in interstate
tariffs, they will also be added to GTE’s intrastate tariffs. GTE
says that it does not plan to impose use restrictions on any new
ONA services, but notes that many of the initial services are
existing services that are subject to terms and conditions imposed
by state regulators.® GTE’s description of its proposed state
tariff structures is comparable to a description provided by Bell
Atlantic, which the Commission previously approved.® We find that
GTE has provided adequate information about its state ONA tariffing
proposals. We also find that GTE satisfied the requirements of the
GTE Waiver Order concerning the submission of illustrative state
and federal tariffs. Accordingly, we approve these aspects of
GTE’'s ONA Plan.

3 BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 148, para. 283. The
Commission noted that its jurisdiction over intrastate tariffed
services is limited.

3 BOC ONA Amendment Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3112-13, paras. 79-
88; see BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 171-173, paras. 326-330.

33 GTE Waiver Order at paras. 1, 25.

36 GTE April 14, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Attachment E.
37 GTE June 13, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 2.
38 Id. We note that, when GTE files its tariffs for ONA

services, the services may not be subject to terms and conditions
that are inconsistent with ONA requirements.

» BOC ONA Amendment Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3113, paras. 86 and
88.
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C. Resale Restrictions

17. The Commission has found that resale restrictions on ESPs
that are different from or in addition to those generally
applicable to other subscribers may be improper. Nonetheless, it
has found that resale restrictions in interstate tariffs that do
not apply only to ESPs pose little anticompetitive danger to the
enhanced services marketplace.® The Commission accordingly has
concluded that resale restrictions that apply only to Interexchange
Carriers (IXCs) comply with ONA requirements.*

18. GTE asserts that its tariff will not impose any resale
restrictions on ESPs that are in addition to or different from
those generally applicable to other subscribers.* It intends to
continue its current practice of restricting IXCs from purchasing
certain BSAs for use in interexchange service. GTE contends,
however, that it will allow an IXC, when acting as an ESP, to
purchase those BSAs.® We find that GTE’s resale restrictions are
consistent with Commission requirements. Accordingly, we approve
this aspect of GTE’s ONA Plan.

D. ONA Services Through New Technologies

195. In the BOC ONA Order, the Commission required the BOCs to
explain the manner in which they will offer advanced ONA services
through new technologies such as Signalling System 7 (SS7),
Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN) and Intelligent Network
(IN) .¥* The Commission directed the BOCs to incorporate input from
the ESPs on these issues into their network planning processes, and
to provide geographic deployment schedules, where feasible, for
advanced ONA services.®

20. GTE states that it plans to provide SS7, ISDN and IN
services.*® GTE has provided initial 3-year Deployment Reports for

40 BOC ONA Amendment Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3113, para. 91.

4 Id.
2 GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 5.
43 I4.

4 BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 14, para. 11.

43 Id.

46 GTE May 10, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 2. GTE says that
three IN services are being tested in selected markets. The three
services are InContact, Custom Routing Service, and Multilocation

11



these advanced services, and filed narrative descriptions of its
proposed advanced ONA services.” We find that GTE has provided
adequate information about its proposed advanced ONA services.
Accordingly, we approve this aspect of GTE’s ONA Plan.

E. BSEs Used By GTE

21. In the ONA proceedings, the Commission ordered each BOC
to list all the BSEs that it uses for its own enhanced service
operations.®

22. GTE provided a list of BSEs that the company uses for the
provision of its enhanced services.® We find that this complies
with the Commission’s requirements. Accordingly, we approve this
aspect of GTE’s ONA Plan.

F. Authorization For ESP Purchases of CNSs for End Users

23. In the BOC ONA Order, the Commission required carriers to
explain whether they would impose "authorization" requirements
before permitting ESPs to order CNSs for their customers and if so,
whether the carrier’s affiliates would be exempted from such
authorization requirements.® The Commission subsequently concluded
that requiring a blanket letter of agency is discriminatory and
impermissible, 1f &a LEC only imposes the requirement on
unaffiliated ESPs.” The Commission found, however, that a LEC may

Centranet. Id.

4 GTE April 14, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Attachment A; GTE May
10, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 1-3.

8 BOC ONA Amendment Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3125, n.25; BOC
Further Amendment Order, 6 FCC Rcd at 7674, para. 12.

49 GTE April 14, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 2. The BSEs that
GTE currently uses are Message Desk (SMDI), Message Waiting
Indicator-Activation (Audible), Multiline Hunt Group-Uniform Call
Distribution Line Hunting, Multiline Hunt Group-UCD with Queuing,
Three Way Call Transfer, Uniform 7 Digit Access Number-Remote Call
Forwarding, and Message Waiting Indicator-Activation (Audible Ring
Burst) .

50 BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 50, para. 88.

31 Id. at 3106, para. 23.
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require an ESP to-obtain a blanket letter of agency if it imposes
the requirement on both affiliated and unaffiliated ESPs.%

24. GTE states that it "will not require a Letter of Agency
for ESPs to order CNSs on behalf of their clients. The ESP, GTE-
affiliated or non-affiliated, will be responsible for payment of
all rates and charges associated with the services ordered."® GTE
further asserts that in the event that an ESP’'s customer claims
that the ESP was not authorized to order a CNS, the ESP, whether
GTE-affiliated or not, will be held responsible for payment. Our
primary concern is whether a carrier applies different
authorization requirements upon affiliated and unaffiliated ESPs.
GTE represents that it will treat affiliated and unaffiliated ESPs
in the same manner regarding purchases of CNSs on behalf of
customers. Accordingly, we approve this aspect of GTE’s ONA Plan.

G. Application of Computer ITII Rules to BSAs and BSEs

25. The Commission requires carriers to state explicitly in
their ONA plans that they will offer their BSAs and BSEs in
compliance with the Computer ITT nondiscrimination and equal access
safeguards .

26. We note that GTE is obligated to offer its BSAs and BSEs
in compliance with our Computer IIT rules. GTE states expressly
that it will offer its BSAs and BSEs in compliance with the
Commission’s Computer IIT nondiscrimination and equal access
safeguard rules, as outlined in its ONA Plan.”® Accordingly, we
approve this aspect of GTE’s ONA Plan.

IVv. DEPLOYMENT

27. Carriers are required to provide specific dates for the
deployment of initial ONA services throughout the geographic area
served.*® They must also provide projections, for the upcoming
three years, of the percent of lines that will be capable of
supporting each initial ONA service, both on a system-wide basis,
and for each geographic market area in which it is deploying ONA

52 BOC ONA Further Amendment Ordexr, 6 FCC Rcd at 7672-73,
para. 57.

53 GTE June 13, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 1.

54 BOC ONA Amendment Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3109, para. 47.

33 GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 33.

3 BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 179, para. 342.
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services.” In the GTE ONA Order, the Commission specifically
required GTE to file deployment figures for "each of the three
future years for each ONA service, showing the percentage of access
lines served in GTE’s entire territory and by market area for all
proposed interstate and intrastate ONA services, including BSAs,
BSEs, CNSs, and ANSs."%

28. GTE states that it will deploy its initial ONA services
"in all market areas where regulatory approvals, market and
economic conditions, capacity limitations, and switching feature
package availabilities allow."”® GTE asserts further that its ONA
services will be available for use by ESPs in all of GTE’s market
areas.® GTE attached an initial three year Deployment Report,
setting forth annual deployment schedules for its ONA services on
a market area basis for the end-year 1994, 1995, 1996 and 1597.¢
GTE subsequently stated that the data for 1995-97 were incorrect
due to a programming error and filed a revised deployment report.®
GTE also compared its initial deployment projections with those of
the BOCs.®

ONA Service Deployment Fiqures

# ONA Services 80% Of Lines 90% of Lines

EC Offered Or Greater Or Greater
GTE 84 71% 21%
Ameritech 67 55% 39%
BellSouth 94 60% 57%
NYNEX 115 51% 50%
Pactel 61 66% 46%
Southwest Bell 93 73% 49%

U S West 107 50% 46%
51 Id. at 190, para. 363.

58 GTE ONA Order, 9 FCC Rcd at 4940, para. 32.
5 GTE January 4, 1995 Filing at 27.

60 1d.

61 Id. at Att. Q.

62 GTE May 30, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Attachment B.

63 This chart is contained in GTE’s March 13, 1995 Ex Parte
Filing, Att. B. The data for the BOCs represent 1991 deployment
projections for the year beginning July 1, 1994. BOC ONA Further
Amendment Order, 6 FCC Rcd at 7651, para. 5. The GTE data is based
on information submitted in GTE’s January 4, 1994 Filing for year-
end 1994.
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29. We find the deployment figures contained in GTE’s ONA
Plan for year end 1994 to be reasonable. As shown in the above
chart, 71 percent of GTE’s ONA services are available to at least
80 percent of GTE’'s total access lines, and that percentage is
comparable to the initial deployment figures of the BOCs. We note
that, by the end of 1994, only 21 percent of GTE’s ONA services
were available to 90 percent or more of its access lines -- a
figure lower than the comparable deployment figures of the BOCs.
GTE attributes its lower deployment rate to the fact that a higher
portion of its access lines (28 percent), as compared to the BOCs,
are 1in rural areas that "do not currently have the network
capabilities to support many of the ONA services."® Information
that GTE provided shows that, by the end of 1994, 51 percent of its
ONA service were available to 87 percent or more access lines in
MSAs.%® We find that this deployment rate is comparable to the
BOCs. We also note that no party has objected to GTE’s proposed
deployment .® GTE also provided deployment projections for 1995 to
1997.% We find that this information complies with the
Commission’s requirements. Accordingly, we approve this aspect of
GTE's ONA Plan.

V. NEW SERVICE REQUESTS

30. In the Phase I Order, the Commission required the BOCs to
specify procedures by which ESPs could request and receive new ONA
services in an expeditious manner.® The Commission subsequently
required BOCs to specify that within 120 days after receiving a
completed, written request for a new ONA capability, it would
provide a response indicating whether it will provide that
capability and, if so, when it will make the requested capability
available, approximately how much it will charge for the service if
actual demand meets estimates provided by the requesting ESP, and
what, if any, technical problems it anticipates.® The BOC must
respond definitively to specific requests for new ONA services, and

64 GTE March 13 Ex Parte Filing at 2.

65 Id., Attachment B.
8 One of the reasons the Commission required GTE to file
deployment figures was to supply the ESPs with information on the
availability of specific ONA services and to give the ESPs the
opportunity to seek needed changes. GTE ONA Order, 9 FCC Rcd at
4939, para. 31.

67 GTE May 30, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Attachment B.

68 Phase I Order, 104 FCC 2d at 1066, para. 217.

6 BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 208, para. 397.
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base its decision about whether to provide the service on four
factors: "market demand, utility as perceived by the ESPs,
costing, and technical feasibility."™ 1In addition, the Commission
required the BOCs to describe the criteria for determining what
constitutes a complete request for a new ONA service.”

31. GTE states that in assessing all new service requests, it
will utilize the four criteria that the Commission has determined
are critical in deciding whether a new service is viable. The four
criteria are: market demand; cost feasibility; technical
feasibility; and utility as perceived by ESPs.” GTE asserts that
it will respond within 120 days to each complete, written ESP
request for new ONA capability.” GTE’s response to a new service
request will indicate whether it will provide the requested
capability, and if so, when it will make the requested capability
available, the approximate charge for such capability, based upon
demand estimates provided by the requesting ESP, and any technical
difficulties anticipated.™ GTE has developed a standard form for
new service requests, and has filed a copy of that form.” GTE also
described its‘Process for evaluating and responding to requests for
new services.”” GTE states that internally-generated requests from
GTE’'s enhanced services personnel will be subject to the same
procedures and evaluation process as requests received from

unaffiliated ESPs.” We find that this satisfies Commission
requirements. Accordingly, we approve this aspect of GTE's ONA
Plan.

VI. ONGOING FILING REQUIREMENTS

32. Pursuant to the Commission’s ONA requirements, carriers
are obligated to file certain annual and semi-annual reports
regarding their ONA service offerings. Those ongoing filing

requirements are set forth in the BOC ONA Further Amendment Recon.

70 Id., para. 396.

n Id., para. 397.

” GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 31 (citing
BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 207, para. 396).

” GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 31.

74 Id.

s GTE June 2, 1995 Ex Parte Filing.

7 GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 31-33.

m Id. at 31.
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Order,

Appendix B.”™ The GTE ONA Order made clear that GTE is

subject to all those reporting requirements.”

33.

GTE states that, in compliance with the GTE ONA Order, it

will begin to file the following reports annually, with the first
filing by July 31, 1996:%

Annual deployment projections for each ONA service, for
the current year and each of the three future years,
showing the percentage of access lines served in GTE’s
entire territory, and by market area for all proposed
interstate and intrastate ONA services.

New ONA service requests from ESPs and ONA service
requests that were previously deemed technically
infeasible.

Information on SS7, ISDN and IN projected deployment.
New ONA services available through SS7, ISDN and IN.

Progress reports on the implementation of service-
specific and long-term uniformity issues.

Billing information.
Operations Support Systems (0SS) Services.

A list of BSEs that GTE uses in its provision of enhanced
services.

GTE also represents that it will file an annual affidavit stating
that it does not discriminate in providing ONA services to
competing ESPs and their customers.®

78

BOC ONA Further Amendment Order, 6 FCC Rcd at 7677-7679,

Appendix B.

79

GTE ONA Qrder at 4941, para. 35. The Commission required

GTE’'s first semi-annual filing to be submitted by September 30,
1995, and its first annual filing to be submitted by July 31, 1996.

80

81

GTE January 4, 1995 Filing at 28-29.
Id. at 27.
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34. GTE states that, in compliance with the GTE ONA Order, it
will begin to file the following rgports semi-annually, with the
first filing by September 30, 1995:%

A matrix of GTE ONA services and state and federal
tariffs.

An ONA Services User Guide.

Updates on ESP service requests, GTE’s responses to such
requests, and information on services offered in response
to such requests.

In a subsequent Ex Parte filing, GTE states that its ONA Services
User Guide is under development and not currently available.® GTE
represents that the first publication of the ONA Services User
Guide "is now planned for January 31, 1996." GTE explains that
information contained in the ONA Services User Guide will be based
upon state and federal ONA services tariffs that become effective
prior to that date. The filing and effective dates of the tariffs
have been delayed as a result of the GTE Waiver Qrder. GTE notes
that the filing date for state ONA tariffs is January 2, 1996, and
that those tariffs are unlikely to be in effect when the ONA
Services User Guide is first published. As a result, the first
edition of the Guide will list federal tariffs, and will identify
state services as "Not Tariffed." The next publication will
provide updated information. GTE states that a copy of its ONA
Services User Guide will be filed with the first semi-annual tariff
report, which is due by March 30, 1996.%

35. GTE states in its January 4, 1995 filing, that, in
compliance with the GTE ONA Order, it will begin to file the
following reports quarterly, with the first filing by January 30,
1996:%

A demonstration that procedures and systems for providing
services preclude discrimination in installation,
maintenance, and quality of ONA services.

. Id. at 29.
8 GTE April 14, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 3.
84

The Commission granted GTE an extension until March 30,
1996 to file its first semi-annual tariff report. GTE Waiver
Order, para. 25.

8 GTE January 4, 1995 Filing at 29.
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A comparison of the timing of GTE’s installation and
maintenance of basic services used to provide its own
enhanced services operations with the timing of
installation and maintenance of such services for all
customers.

GTE subsequently asked the Commission to remove the requirement
that it file quarterly reports showing that its procedures are
designed to preclude it from discriminating on the basis of
quality, as it had for the BOCs.¥® 1In the BOC ONA Order, the
Commission replaced the quarterly quality reporting obligation with
an annual quality reporting obligation for BOCs that had
demonstrated that their procedures and systems were designed to
preclude quality-based discrimination.¥ We find that GTE has shown
that its systems and procedures are designed to preclude quality-
based discrimination. We therefore permit GTE to file an annual
report, in 1lieu of quarterly reports, demonstrating that its
procedures and systems are designed to preclude quality-based
discrimination.

36. GTE also agreed to file quarterly installation and
maintenance reports using the categories and format set forth by
the Commission in the BOC ONA Recon. Order.® GTE subsequently
asserted, however, that it currently cannot report installation and
maintenance activity in the 1level of detail required by the
Commission.¥ GTE stated that, until the end of 1997, it could not
report installation and maintenance information for each of the 49
reporting categories established by the Commission.®® GTE revised
that representation, however, and now asserts that it will be able
to file its first quarterly report, based on the Commission’s 49
categories, by the end of October 1596.°" GTE alleged that it will

86 GTE June 13, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 2 (citing BOC ONA
Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 248, para. 481).

& BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 248, para. 481.

88 GTE January 4, 1995 Filing at 27 (citing BOC ONA Recon.

Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3096-3097, App. B}). In the BOC ONA Recon.
Order, the Commission held that BOCs must file reports of
installation and maintenance activities for 49 separate categories.

8 GTE May 10, 1995 Ex Parte Filing at 4-5. GTE listed the
categories of installation and maintenance that it can provide at
present, and identified how its reporting categories correspond to
the Commission’s 49 categories.

% Id.

o1 GTE June 23, 1995 Ex Parte Filing.
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have to make "extensive revisions" to its system in order to track
information for the 49 categories delineated by the Commission, and
that it cannot complete such revisions before the second quarter of
1996, and report information for those 49 categories before the
third quarter of 1996.%

37. GTE represents that it will file annual, semi-annual and
quarterly reports in compliance with the GTE ONA Order.”® We find
that GTE has demonstrated that it will comply with its ongoing
filing requirements, with two exceptions. First, GTE does not
intend to file its ONA Services User Guide within the time period
established by the GTE ONA Order. Second, GTE claims that it
cannot report until the end of October 1996 installation and
maintenance activities for all of the categories delineated by the
Commission.

38. GTE represents that it will not be able to file its ONA
Services User Guide until March 30, 1996, which is later than the
deadline imposed by Commission requirements. GTE has explained,
however, that the Guide will be based upon effective state and
federal ONA Services tariffs. GTE has obtained an extension for
filing state and federal tariffs, and is not required to file its
first semi-annual tariff report until March 30, 1996. Under the
initial schedule, prior to obtaining these extensions, GTE would
not have been required to file its ONA Services User Guide until
approximately six months after the filing of its state and federal
ONA tariffs. Under GTE’s newly proposed schedule, it would file
its ONA Services User Guide seven months after the deadline for
filing its federal tariffs and three months after the deadline for
filing its state tariffs.

39. The Commission may, on its own motion, waive any
provision of its rules or orders if good cause is shown.* A
showing of good cause requires the petitioner to demonstrate
special circumstances that warrant deviation from the rules or
orders, and to show how such deviation would serve the public
interest.® We believe that GTE has established good cause for
extending the deadline for filing its ONA Services User Guide. GTE
has received extensions of the dates for filing its state and
federal ONA tariffs. Because the ONA Services User Guide will be

%2 Id.

% It therefore has agreed to file the reports in the format

and with the detail required by the Commission.
o4 47 C.F.R. § 1.3.

9 Northeast Cellular Telephone Co. v. FCC, 897 F.2d 1164,
1166 (D.C. Cir. 1990).
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based on information contained in the state and federal tariffs,
and under the original schedule established by the Commission, GTE
would have had several months after filing tariffs to file its ONA
Services User Guide, we find that GTE has made a persuasive showing
to extend the deadline for filing its ONA Services User Guide until
March 30, 1996.

40. GTE represents that it will not be able to report
immediately on installation and maintenance activities for all of
the categories delineated by the Commission. GTE seeks
approximately 16 months to comply with our reporting requirements.
GTE alleges that it will have to make extensive revisions to its
tracking system in order to comply with the reporting requirements.
We have recognized that carriers may need to adjust their
procedures in order to comply with our reporting requirements.
When the Commission first established the 49 reporting categories,
it gave BOCs from the date of the order until the BOCs’ first
quarterly report was due (a period of more than a year) to make the
changes necessary to report on installation and maintenance
pursuant to the 49 categories.® Moreover, the 49 categories were
developed to reflect the reporting categories used by the BOCs.”
GTE likely will need to make greater revisions to its tracking
systems than did the BOCs in order to satisfy our reporting
requirements. We therefore find that GTE has shown good cause for
not reporting until October 31, 1996 its installation and
maintenance activities pursuant to the 49 categories established by
the Commission. Until that time, GTE must report its installation
and maintenance activities pursuant to its current system for
tracking such activities.

VII. COMPLIANCE WITH CEI REQUIREMENTS

41. In the Phase I Order, the Commission established, nine
CEI parameters that are designed to ensure that the basic services
a BOC uses in its own enhanced service operations are available to
other ESPs in an equally efficient manner.”® The Commission made
clear that the CEI parameters could be satisfied in a flexible
manner, consistent with the particular services at issue.”® The

9% BOC ONA Recon. Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3096, Appendix B.

o7 Id. at 3093, para. 76.

%8 Phase I Order, 104 FCC 24 at 1039-1043, paras. 154-167.
The nine CEI parameters are: interface functionality; unbundling;
resale; technical characteristics; installation, maintenance and
repair; end-user access; CEI availability; minimization of
transport costs; and recipients of CEI.

» Id. at 1039, para. 154.
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Commission "did not require absolute technical equality, but rather
sought to provide fairness and efficiency for all competing
enhanced service providers."'® Factors in evaluating whether this
standard has been met include the absence of systematic differences
between the basic services given to the carrier and to others, end-
user perception of quality, and utility to other ESPs.!?®

A. Interface Functionality

42. The Commission requires exchange carriers subject to CEI
requirements to "make available standardized hardware and software
interfaces that are able to support transmission, switching, and
signaling functions identical to those utilized" by the carrier’s
own enhanced services.!®

43. GTE states that there will be "no systematic differences
between basic services used by GTE’s enhanced services and those

used by other ESPs."® GTE also asserts that technical
characteristics at the interface will be equal from the end users’
perspective 1in every instance. GTE states that "there may be

technically measurable differences in specific interface
performance characteristics," but that there will be "no material
differences between GTE basic services used to supply its own
enhanced services and GTE basic services used by unaffiliated ESPs
to supply their enhanced services."!® It further states that
variations in the CEI parameters of the basic services offered to
competing ESPs will be no greater than variations in the basic
services used by GTE in conjunction with its enhanced services.!®
GTE also states that its methods for tracking service quality
generally will ensure that GTE is not favoring its own enhanced
offerings in providing basic services. We have previously
concluded that interface functionality plans similar to that

100 BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 72, para. 136.

101 Id. (citing Phase I Recon. Order, 2 FCC Rcd at 3048,
para. 92).

102 Phase I Order, 104 FCC 24 at 1039, para. 157.

108 GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 1. GTE also
notes that the Commission has held that GTE is not required to
split its Packet Assembler/Network Interface in order to satisfy
this CEI parameter. Id. at 2. In support, GTE cites the Phase II
Qrder, 2 FCC Rcd 3072, 3079, para. 53. See GTE June 13, 1995 Ex
Parte Filing at 2.

104 Id. at 2.
105 Id. at 2-3.
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proposed by GTE satisfy the Commission’s requirements.!® We find
that GTE has proposed to provide interface functionality in
compliance with Commission requirements. Accordingly, we approve
this aspect of GTE’s ONA Plan.

B. Unbundling

44. The Commission requires the basic service functions that
underlie a carrier’s enhanced services to "be unbundled from other
basic service offerings and associated with a specific rate element
in the CEI tariff."17 Nonproprietary information used by the
carrier in providing the unbundled basic services must be made
available as part of CEI. In addition, any options available to a
carrier in the provision of such basic services or functions must
be included in the unbundled offerings.!®

45. In its January filing, GTE states that "[a]lll underlying
network functionality utilized by GTE’s enhanced services have been
unbundled and tariffed and are available to all ESPs on the same
terms and conditions."'” GTE says that it has in the past and will
continue in the future to unbundle BSEs requested by ESPs from
other rate elements where technically and economically feasible.!?
GTE notes that such unbundled BSEs must be purchased with a BSA,
due to technical requirements of the network.! The Commission
previously has found that requiring ESPs to purchase a BSA with
BSEs is permissible where technically necessary for basic
transmission.!” We find that GTE has proposed to provide service
in compliance with the unbundling requirement established by the
Commission. Accordingly, we approve this aspect of GTE’s ONA Plan.

106 See BOC ONA Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 73-75, paras. 140 and 143
(approving same interface functionality standard proposed by
Southwestern Bell Telephone).

107 Phase I Order, 104 FCC 2d at 1040, para. 158.

108 I14.
109 GTE January 4, 1995 Filing at 12.
1o GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 3.

11 Id. GTE also notes that it may offer bundled service
where specifically requested.

2 BOC ONA Recon. Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 3086, paras. 19-22.
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C. Resale

46. Under CEI principles, a carrier subject to CEI
requirements must take basic services used in its enhanced service
offerings at their unbundled tariffed rates, in order to prevent
improper cost-shifting to regulated markets and anticompetitive
pricing in unregulated markets.!!

47. GTE states that, to the extent it offers any enhanced
service, it will take the underlying basic services at their
unbundled tariffed rates.!" GTE contends that it already complies
with this obligation by adhering to the Joint Cost Order provisions
in its Cost Allocation Manual. Under the Joint Cost Order
provisions, GTE is required to charge tariffed rates to itself and
its affiliates for services that have been tariffed. It is unclear
from GTE’s CAM, however, whether GTE is charging itself and its
affiliates tariffed rates for tariffed basic services. We require
GTE to amend its CAM by June 30, 1995 to show that GTE and its
affiliates take tariffed services at tariffed rates. GTE has
represented that it will do so.!® We find that GTE has proposed to
provide service in compliance with the resale requirement
established by the Commission. Accordingly, we approve this aspect
of GTE’'s ONA Plan.

D. Technical Characteristics

48. The Commission requires a carrier subject to the CEI
requirements to provide to ESPs '"basic services with technical
characteristics that are equal to those of the basic services it
utilizes for its own enhanced services. !¢

49. GTE asserts that GTE technicians will install and
maintain BSAs and deliver BSEs according to accepted standard
procedures.!” GTE also states that it will evaluate on the basis
of uniform principles the quality of BSA and BSE technical
characteristics for all ESPs.!"" We find that GTE has proposed to
provide service in compliance with the technical characteristics

1 Phase I Order, 104 FCC 2d at 1040, para. 159.

114 GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 3.
113 GTE June 23, 1995 Ex Parte Filing.

116 Phase I Order, 104 FCC 2d at 1041, para. 160.

17 GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 4.
118 Id.
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requirement established by the Commission. Accordingly, we approve
this aspect of GTE’'s ONA Plan.

E. Installation, Maintenance and Repair

50. This parameter requires that the time periods for
installation, maintenance and repalir of the basic services and
facilities included in a CEI offering must be the same as those
that the carrier provides to its own enhanced service operations.!'
Carriers subject to this CEI requirement must satisfy reporting and
other requirements showing that they have met this requirement.
GTE’s proposal regarding installation, maintenance, and repair is
discussed infra, Section VIII.

F. End User Access

51. This CEI parameter requires a carrier to provide to all
end users the same capability to use abbreviated dialing or
signalling to activate or access enhanced services that utilize the
carrier’s facilities.'” A carrier also must provide end users the
same capability to access basic facilities through derived
channels, whether the end users subscribe to the enhanced service
offerings of the carrier or a competing provider.'?

52. GTE states that currently all service features and
options available under tariff to GTE'’'s enhanced services are
available to all other users on the same terms and conditions.'®
End-user access, GTE claims, is therefore identical for GTE’s
enhanced services customers and for customers of competing ESPs.
We find that GTE has proposed to provide service in compliance with
the end-user access requirement established by the Commission.
Accordingly, we approve this aspect of GTE’s ONA Plan.

G. CEI Availability

53. This parameter requires a carrier’s CEI offerings to be
available and fully operational on the date that the carrier offers
its enhanced service to the public.'” The Commission also requires
the carrier to specify a reasonable time before that date when

119 Phase I Order, 104 FCC 24 at 1041, para. 161.

120 Phase I Order, 104 FCC Rcd at 1041, para. 162.

121 1d.

122 GTE June 7, 1995 Ex Parte Filing, Att. A at 13.
123 Phase I Order, 104 FCC Rcd at 1041, para. 163.
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